REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office Action mailed January 26, 2006 has been reviewed and carefully 
considered. Claims 1-3 and 5-21 are pending in this application, with claims 1 and 14 being the 
only independent claims. Reconsideration of the above-identified application, as herein amended 
and in view of the following remarks, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,68 1 ,099 (Keranen) in view of U.S. Application Publication No. 2006/0003775 (Bull). 

The newly cited Bull reference does not qualify as prior art because it was 
published on January 5, 2006 and was filed on June 10, 2005, after the invention by applicant of 
the subject matter of the present application. Bull was published after the present application 
was filed and therefore must meet the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) to qualify as prior art. 
This section of the law requires that the prior art be published in an application filed before the 
invention by applicant. To meet this requirement, the Examiner seems to be relying on the 
original filing date of the parent applications of Bull. However, paragraph 0062 of Bull states 
that Bull is a substantial extension of the parent application and further specifically states that the 
parent application "describes a system that monitors communications between a base transceiver 
station and base station controller, and forward mobile station (MS) information to a Wireless 
Location System for emergency call location, the advanced location-based services applications 
described herein utilize additional network messages as triggering events and information 
sources for a wide variety of location-based services". 

The rejection relies on information which is only presented in the Bull reference 
and not in the parent application, i.e., the utilization of additional network messages as triggering 
events (see page 4, lines 5-14, of the Office Action). Since the disclosure in Bull relied upon by 



the Examiner is only published in the Bull reference and not in the parent application, the 
disclosure in Bull relied upon by the Examiner can only claim a filing date of June 10, 2005. 
Accordingly, the subject matter relied on by the Examiner was not published in an application 
filed before the invention by applicant and thus does not qualify as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e). 

Since Bull does not qualify as prior art, the application is deemed to be in 
condition for allowance and notice to that effect is solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

COHEN, PONTANI, LIEBERMAN & PAVANE 




Alfi-edW. Froebr 
Reg.M). 38,887 
551 Fifth Avenue, Suite 1210 
New York, New York 101 76 
(212) 687-2770 



Dated: May 26, 2006 



